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Throughout the year, we monitor our performance against a wide range of indicators, including the following: 

• the Measures of Success contained within Ofwat’s 2014 Final Determination (FD); 
• a small number of Measures of Success which were an integral part of our PR14 Business Plan but were nevertheless excluded from the FD.  As these were part of the package that 

received  overwhelming support from our customers, we have continued to monitor performance and have included them in this report; 
• key measures of performance used by Natural Resources Wales (NRW) to judge environmental compliance; 
• key measures of performance used by the Drinking Water Inspectorate (DWI) to judge drinking water quality compliance; 
• measures contained within our “Performance Scorecard”. This is an important tool which helps monitor performance and, whilst the scorecard does not include every single metric 

measured, achieving Scorecard targets set by the Board demonstrates that we are on track to deliver a performance overall that would represent one of the best in the industry; and 
• financial measures such as gearing, credit ratings, post-tax return on capital and interest cover. 

In this part of the Annual Performance Report we set out how we have performed against the non-financial measures. Performance against the key financial measures is contained within the 
Annual Report and Accounts and the regulatory accounts (Parts 1 and 2 of this Annual Performance Report). 

In terms of presentation, we have grouped these together by reference to the five Customer-led Success Initiatives, (see section 2.1). These are: 

• clean water, from the tap to the sea; 
• a personal experience that’s right for the customer; 
• putting things right if things go wrong; 
• fair bills for everyone; and 
• creating a better future for the communities we serve. 

A summary of overall performance on key measures is contained within section 2.2. In section 2.3 we set out the FD Measures of Success (colour coded by reference to the outcomes contained 
within the FD)and also showing to which part of the business they relate. 

Performance against each individual metric is set out in section 2.4. Where we are able to, we have included details of historical performance and how our performance compares with other water 
and sewerage companies. 

Table 3A, in section 3, contains information required by Ofwat on how we are performing against the Measures of Success targets contained within the FD. 

In section 4, we have set out the processes followed in preparing this document and, in particular, ensuring that the information we have provided is accurate and complete. 

A statement provided by our Reporter, who audited aspects of this Performance Report, is included in Appendix 1. 

1. Introduction
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Final Determination 
Measures of Success

Fair Bills for 
everyone

Put things right 
if they go wrong

Personal 
Experience that 
is right for you

Create a better 
future for our 
communities 

Clean from the 
tap to sea

G1  
H & S RIDDOR 

Incidents

G2  
Competency 

of Staff

 H2  
Financing 
Efficiency

Bad Debt

Net Promoter 
Score

Complaints

Process 
Control 
Index

Disinfection 
Index

Reservoir 
Integrity 

index

UKCSI score

Unwanted 
calls 

Key Performance Indicators

A2 
Customer 

Acceptability

A3 
Reliability of 

Supply

A1
Mean Zonal 
Compliance

A1a
% Sample 

Compliance

C1 
Responding  
to Climate 
Change 

F3 
Asset 

Resilience

C2 
Carbon 

Footprint 

F1 
Serviceability

B1  
Water 

Abstractions

D5 
Earning the  

trust of 
customers

D4
Business 
Customer 

Satisfaction

D2 
At risk 

customer 
service

D1 
SIM 

combined

E1 
Affordable 

Bills

E2 
Help for 

Disadvantaged 
Customers

Serviceability-Water Infrastructure. 
Mains Bursts - Low Pressure - Iron non compliance - Interruptions to supply > 12hrs 

- Distribution Index - Customer contacts (discolouration)

Serviceability-Water Non-Infrastructure. 
WTW Bacti non compliance - Enforcements - Service Reservoir Bacti non 

compliance - Turbidity non compliance - Unplanned maintenance

Serviceability-Wastewater Infrastructure. 
Sewer Collapses - Sewer Blockages - Equipment Failures - 

Pollution incidents - Properties flooded (OC) - Properties flooded (HO)

Serviceability-Wastewater Non-Infrastructure 
Unplanned Maintenance -  

% PE in breach of consent - %WWTWs in breach of numeric consents 

Customer Led 
Success

Protecting the Environment

Safe Drinking Water

Affordable bills

Best In Class Customer ServiceClimate Control

Asset Stewardship

Outcomes

2.1  Performance Measures- by reference to CLS Promises

B2 
Treating 

wastewater

B3
Pollution 
incidents

D3
Properties 

flooded
F2 

Leakage
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2.2 Summary of Overall Performance

2015/16 Annual Performance 2014/15 
Outturn

2015/16 
Outturn

2015/16 Vs FD 
Target

2015/16 Vs IBP 
Target

2015/16 Vs 
Previous Year

* RAG vs 
Sector Page

A1(a): % sample Compliance (c) 99.98% 99.98% n/a ✔ ✔ 8

A1(b): Mean Zonal Compliance (c) 99.94% 99.96% ✘ n/a ✔ 9

A2: Customer Acceptability (c) 3.53 2.91 ✘ ✘ ✔ 10

A3: Water Supply Interruptions 23 mins 21.7 mins ✔ ✔ ✔ 11

B1: Abstraction for water 100% 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ n/a 12

B2: Treating used water (c) 99.1% 98.6% ✘ ✔ ✘ 13

B3: Pollution Incidents (c) 117 110 ✔ ✔ ✔ 14

C1: Responding to Climate Change 1247 1531 ✔ ✔ ✔ n/a 15

C2: Carbon Footprint-Water 14.02 GWh 50.21 GWh ✔ ✔ ✔ n/a 16

C2: Carbon Footprint-Wastewater 45.8 GWh 47.16 GWh ✔ ✔ ✔ n/a 16

D1: SIM 82 83 ✔ ✘ ✔ 17

D2: At Risk - Customer Service 702 648 ✔ ✔ ✔ n/a 18

D3: Properties flooded in the year 265 223 ✔ ✔ ✔ 19

D4: Business Customer Satisfaction 89% 88% ✔ n/a ✘ n/a 20

D5: Earning the Trust of Customers 79% 81.9% ✔ ✔ ✔ n/a 21

E1: Affordable Bills -3% -1% ✔ ✔ ✔ n/a 22

E2: Help for Disadvantaged Customers 49,455 54,845 ✔ ✔ ✔ n/a 23
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2.2 Summary of Overall Performance

2015/16 Annual Performance 2014/15 
Outturn

2015/16 
Outturn

2015/16 Vs FD 
Target

2015/16 Vs IBP 
Target

2015/16 Vs 
Previous Year

* RAG vs 
Sector Page

F1: Asset Serviceability Stable x 4 Stable x 4 ✔ ✔ ✔ 24

F2: Leakage 180 180 ✔ ✔ ✔ 29

F3: Asset Resilience - Water 83.6% 86.8% ✔ ✔ ✔ n/a 30

F3: Asset Resilience - Wastewater 74.8% 73.6% ✔ ✔ ✘ n/a 31

G1: Health & Safety 20 19 n/a ✘ ✔ n/a 32

G2: Competency for role 87.6% 88.1% n/a ✔ ✔ n/a 33

H2: Financing Efficiency A/A3/A A/A3/A n/a ✔ ✔ 34

Net Promoter Score n/a 54 n/a ✘ n/a n/a 35

Complaints 3,314 7,128 n/a ✘ ✘ 36

Bad Debt £29.7m £27m n/a ✘ ✔ 37

UKCSI n/a 75 n/a n/a n/a n/a 38

Unwanted Calls 128,120 134,691 n/a n/a ✘ n/a 39

Process Control Index 99.92% 100% n/a n/a ✔ 40

Disinfection Index 100% 99.97% n/a n/a ✘ 41

Reservoir Integrity Index 99.98% 99.98% n/a n/a ✔ 42

* Industry comparison against the other water and sewerage companies

Upper quartile performance

Average Performance

Lower quartile Performance

C -  Calendar year measure (all others are financial year measures)
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2.3  Performance Measures - by reference to Outcomes and PR14 Price controls

Wholesale Water
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SIM 
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99.98
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2014 2015
Industry performance

2.4 - Safety of Drinking Water - % Sample Compliance

99.98 99.981 99.975 99.98 99.98
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99.92

99.94

99.96

99.98

100

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

%

99.98 99.981 99.975 99.98 99.98

Improved 
performance

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.

Key Performance 
Indicator

Definition: This measure (included within our scorecard) is the percentage of compliant samples taken 
at Water Treatments Works, Service Reservoirs and customer taps. This measure takes into 
account all the tests analysed as a percentage of those that have failed against European 
and National Standards and additional monitoring requirements as reported in DWI 
published data. This measure is much less volatile than the Mean Zonal Compliance (MZC) 
measure.  

This measure is reported on a calendar year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

The overall compliance, which is a percentage of the total number of failures taken 
against the total number of tests, remained steady in 2015 at 99.98%.  

In 2015, 237,127 tests were taken with 47 failures. By way of comparison, there 
were 248,810 tests and 50 failures in 2014.

Source: Drinking Water Inspectorate - Annual Reports  (Company data look up tables)
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2.4 - MOS A1b - Safety of Drinking Water  
Mean Zonal Compliance (MZC)

9

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of compensation 
to customers.

Applicable to Price Control:   WHOLESALE WATER

99.9

99.92

99.94

99.96

99.98

100
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2014 2015
Industry performance

OFWAT MOS 
Penalty Only

99.9

99.92

99.94

99.96

99.98

100

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2019

Penalty  
Zone

%

99.97 99.96 99.96 99.97 99.94 99.96

Actual
Target

Improved 
performance

Definition: MZC is published annually in the Chief Inspector’s Report and is the primary measure used by 
DWI to compare overall water quality performance between water companies and regions of 
England and Wales. It comprises the average of the MZC % figures for 39 key chemical and 
biological parameters that are tested to establish the quality of water as received by customers. 

There are regulatory standards for sampling frequency set for each of the 39 parameters 
depending on the size of the population being served from the water quality zone. We have 87 
water quality zones with some serving very small populations. 

This measure is reported on a calendar year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

In terms of performance against the MZC measure, all but 22 of the 45,168 tests met the 
required quality standard. This equates to 99.96% compliance. Last year’s performance 
was 99.94%, with 33 of the 44,995 tests performed not meeting the required quality 
standard.  

This year’s MZC performance was affected by failures on parameters such as Iron, 
Manganese and Lead.

Source: Drinking Water Inspectorate - Annual Reports 
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2.4 - MOS A2. Customer acceptability
Applicable to Price Control:   WHOLESALE WATER OFWAT MOS 

Reward & 
Penalty

0

1

2

3

4

5

TMS ANG SRN SVT UU YK WSX NNE DWR SWT

2014 2015
Industry performance

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure (up to March 2016) has led to us making a total of 70 
payments to the value of £15,353 by way of direct payments of compensation to customers.

Definition: When customers are dissatisfied with the quality of their drinking water they may contact 
their water company.  A record of the numbers of contacts received by water companies is 
sent to the DWI each year and published in the Chief Inspector’s report. 

This measure is the number of contacts received from customers in the calendar year 
regarding the appearance, taste or odour of drinking water expressed as a rate per 1,000 
population served.  Since 2015, any contacts about illness have not been included within 
this MOS. 

This measure is reported on a calendar year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

Our performance on this measure for 2015 (2.91) is a significant improvement from 
2014 (3.53). 

This was achieved through the delivery of a number of initiatives, which were all 
part of a Customer Acceptability Strategy. Daily performance reporting has helped 
increase awareness and focused management attention on improving 
performance. Operational practices have continued to be reviewed and amongst 
the areas of improvement identified are:  

- Improved operational responses to discolouration contacts; 
- Investment at Water Treatment Works to reduce the risk of discolouration 

and contacts from our customers on taste and odour; 
- Cleansing of two trunk mains (in Abergele and in the Tredegar valley); 
- Deployment of lockable covers to protect the network and restrict third 

party access; and 
- Refresher training of network inspectors and the development of new 

training modules. 
In recent years, we have excluded from this measure contacts from customers 
where it is apparent at the time of the call that the problems arise from the 
customer’s own private plumbing. 

Since September 2015, we have been recording and excluding those contacts 
where, following subsequent site investigations, it is clear that the problem arose 
from the customer’s own private plumbing.There have been 253 such contacts 
(equating to 0.08 contacts per 1,000 population) and these are not included in our 
reported performance of 2.91 per 1,000 population. 

Although our performance has improved considerably, the targets imposed for the 
latter years of the AMP6 period are very challenging. Significant investment is 
planned to improve performance and it is anticipated that this will realise further 
improvements and move the company closer to the targets.

0

1

2

3

4

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2019

Contacts per 1,000 population

3.03 3.30 3.36 3.53 2.91

Reward Zone

Penalty Zone

Actual
Target Improved 

performance

Source: Drinking Water Inspectorate - Annual Reports 
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2.4 - MOS A3. Reliability of supply

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure (up to March 2016) has led to us making a total of 8,751 
payments to the value of £198,566 by way of direct payments of compensation to 
customers.  Of these, 2,704 payments (£59,975) have been paid under the Guaranteed 
Service Standards (GSS) which all companies must adhere to.

Applicable to Price Control:   WHOLESALE WATER OFWAT MOS 
Reward & 
Penalty
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2014 2015
Industry performance

Definition: Interruptions to supply cause loss and inconvenience to individual customers and 
communities.  They also cost money to manage and fix. 

This measure reports the average minutes of supply interruption per property within our 
supply area (including both planned and unplanned interruptions). 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

In the year, our performance on customer minutes lost (CML) has improved to 
21.74 minutes from 23 minutes in 2014/15. 

This has been achieved through a review of operational practices and the delivery 
of a ‘CML Operational Improvement Strategy’. Amongst the initiatives that have 
contributed to this improvement are:  

- The increased use of non-disruptive techniques to complete repair and 
maintenance activities; 

- Frequent utilisation of the emergency planning fleet and equipment to 
maintain supplies to customers by pumping potable water from tankers 
directly into water mains; 

- The implementation of detailed planning escalation and post event review 
processes; 

- Increasing the knowledge and awareness of operational colleagues 
through the use of new training rigs at two of our key sites; 

- The deployment of pressure loggers during interruption events; and 
- Undertaking zonal studies and analysing the worst performing water quality 

zones. 

Although our performance has improved considerably, the targets imposed for the 
latter years of the AMP6 period are very challenging. Significant investment is 
planned to improve performance and it is anticipated that this will realise further 
improvements and move the company closer to the targets.

Source: Ofwat - Companies’ Performance 2014-15
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2.4 - MOS B1. Water abstractions

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us to making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.

Applicable to Price Control:   WHOLESALE WATER OFWAT MOS 
Reputational

99.9

99.92

99.94

99.96

99.98

100

2014 2015 2019

%

100 100

Improved 
performance

Actual
Target

Definition: Compliance with abstraction licences is an essential part of environmental protection. We 
target (and generally achieve) 100% compliance with the substantive requirements of our 
abstraction licences. The methodology for abstractions performance has been agreed with 
NRW. 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

A minor non compliance occurred for one day (on 21st October 2015). NRW 
categorised this as a C3 incident, (i.e. a non-compliance which could have a minor 
environmental effect). Having regard to this minor non-compliance, our % score on 
this measure would be 99.998% (rounded to 100%). 

Comparative information is not available.
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Applicable to Price Control:   WHOLESALE WASTE WATER

13

2.4 - MOS B2. Treating Waste Water 
OFWAT MOS 
Reputational

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.

95
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98

99

100

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2019
96.3 98.6 97.9 99.13 98.59

%

Improved 
performance

Actual
Target

96
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98

99

100

SVT WSX NNE YKS DWR SRN TMS ANG UU SWT

2014 2015

Industry performance

Definition: For each of our WWTWs there is a permit which regulates the quality of wastewater the 
company is allowed to discharge into rivers and coastal waters. This is regulated by NRW. 
The measure is the percentage compliance against the discharge permits. 

This measure is reported on a calendar year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

Our performance for 2015 (98.59% compliance) is based on 8 Waste Water 
Treatment Works (WWTWs) failing, out of a total of 567 WWTWs with numeric 
permits. This compares to 99.13% last year (5 failures out of 572 WWTWs). 
However, this year has been one of the wettest years on record and partly explains 
the slight deterioration in performance. We have in place a ‘compliance strategy’ 
and amongst the initiatives and deliverables during the year were: 

- Awareness and refresher training, including rolling out a competent 
operating programme; 

- Capital investment and the delivery of several improvement schemes; 
- A move towards more proactive maintenance techniques which reduced 

the volume of unplanned maintenance failures;  
- The deployment of Integrated Management System techniques, including 

audits and the implementation of continuous improvement procedures; and 
- The adoption of Leading Edge Assets and People (LEAN) processes to 

realise efficiencies at WWTWs.

Source: Ofwat- Companies’ Performance 2014-15
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Applicable to Price Control:   WHOLESALE WASTE WATER

14

2.4 - MOS B3 Pollution Incidents (Category 3)

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.

OFWAT MOS 
Reward & 
Penalty

0
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2014 2015

Industry Performance - Categories 1-3 Pollution incidents per 
10,000km of sewer. 

Definition: Pollution incidents are classified into four categories.  We report the highest three 
categories which are those which affect the environment, category 1 being the most 
serious. 

This measure is the total number of category 3 pollution incidents associated with the 
wastewater business which we or members of the public identify and report to NRW 
annually. 

Any pollution incidents occurring due to private sewers that transferred to the company in 
October 2011 are now included within this measure. Pollution incidents from private 
sewerage pumping stations which have transferred to Welsh Water ahead of the formal 
legal transfer of these assets to sewerage undertakers in October 2016 are not included in 
this measure. However, there were no incidents from this asset type this year. 

This measure is reported on a calendar year basis. 

Summary 
Performance:

Overall, the total number of category 3 pollution incidents during the year has fallen 
from 117 to 110. This is our best ever performance. This number include pollution 
incidents arising from private sewers transferred (PST) to the company in 2011. 
We have in place a number of initiatives, to help reduce the risk of pollution 
including: 

- Sewer hotspot analysis, developed using historic incident and data driven 
targeted proactive maintenance and intervention; 

- Development of a smarter control room, to support alarm management and 
responses,  e.g. at pumping stations; and 

- Wider roll out of our “Let’s Stop the Block” education campaign to 
discourage people from flushing everyday items like cotton buds and wet 
wipes down the toilet, or rinsing things like fat, oil and food scrapings down 
the sink which can result in sewer blockages. 

Our performance in the year has resulted in us earning a notional reward of almost 
£1m. 

In addition, there were two Category 2 incidents in the year (four last year). There 
were no Category 1 incidents.  

The comparative analysis performance assessment on this page applies to Category 
1-3 inclusive and is measured by reference to pollution incidents per 10,000km of 
sewer. On this analysis, our overall performance has improved marginally.

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2019

Penalty Zone

242 199 122 *117 *110

Reward Zone

Actual
Target

Improved 
performance

* inc PST

Source: Ofwat - Companies’ Performance 2014-15
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2.4 - MOS C1 Responding to climate change

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led us to making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.

Applicable to Price Control:   WHOLESALE WASTE WATER OFWAT MOS 
Penalty
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Actual
Target

Improved 
performance

Definition: This measure reflects the completion of schemes to reduce the amount of surface water 
entering the company’s systems.  The measure is the volume of surface water removed 
from the system, expressed in the number of properties’ equivalent, i.e. what runs off the 
roofs of properties. The ‘property equivalent’ volume is 100m3 p.a.  

Our performance on this measure was reset to zero from the start of AMP6 and is then 
measured and reported on a cumulative basis. 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis. 

Summary 
Performance:

The completion of 8 Rainscape schemes across our area has meant that we have 
exceeded the target set for the year.   

This performance equates to the removal of water running off the roofs of 1,531 
properties which would otherwise have discharged into our sewers.  

These schemes are at a number of locations including Llanelli, Abergavenny and 
Llanberis. 

One of the 8 Rainscape schemes (at Cambrian Way, Burry Port Llanelli) started in 
the AMP5 period, but was not completed until November 2015. The outputs from 
this scheme (527 roof equivalents) were delivered in 2015/16. 

Comparative information is not available.
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2.4 - MOS C2 Carbon Footprint

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.

WHOLESALE WASTE WATER WHOLESALE WATER

Applicable to Price Control:  

OFWAT MOS 
Reputational
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Actual Waste Target Waste
Actual Water Target Water

Water 14.02 50.21
Waste 45.8 47.16

Improved 
performance

GWh

Definition: The total GWh of renewable energy generated within the year. By increasing renewable 
generation, we are effectively reducing our carbon footprint. 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

Our performance on this measure was 97 GWh against a combined target of 40 
GWh.  

On Water, there has been a significant increase in our renewable generation from 
last year (14 GWh to 50 GWh), largely attributable to the full year effect of an 
acquisition of the Infinis hydro generation assets in February 2015.  

On Waste, there has been a small increase in renewable generation, from 46 GWh 
to 47 GWh.  

These increases (in the renewable energy generated) have resulted in a significant 
overall reduction in our carbon footprint. 

Comparative information is not readily available
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2.4 - MOS D1 - Service Incentive Mechanism (SIM)

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure (up to March 2016) has led to us making a total of 15,108 
payments to the value of £421,860 by way of direct payments of compensation to 
customers.  Of these, 9,115 payments (£186,630) have been paid under the Guaranteed 
Service Standards (GSS) which all companies must adhere to.

NON-HOUSEHOLD RETAIL

 WHOLESALE WATER WHOLESALE WASTE WATER

Applicable to Price Control:  
OFWAT MOS 
Reward & 
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2015/16 Industry Performance - Qualitative score 

Definition: This is the combination of the SIM quantitative and SIM qualitative scores and is the overall 
score Ofwat uses to rank companies’ service performance.  The quantitative measures 
combines several elements, and each element is weighted to reflect the increasing impact 
on customers. It includes unwanted telephone calls, written complaints and CCWater 
investigations.  

The qualitative indicator measures how satisfied customers are with the quality of the 
service they receive and is based on quarterly Ofwat surveys of a sample of customers who 
have had direct contact with companies during the year. 

A revision to the Ofwat methodology has changed the respective weighting to 75% 
qualitative and 25% quantitative assessment. 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

By reference to the formula used to calculate the overall score, our SIM combined 
score for the year is 83, which is an improvement on last year’s score of 82. On the 
qualitative element of the assessment, we have achieved our target of upper 
quartile performance.  

The comparative analysis on this page applies only to the qualitative element of 
SIM for 2015/16. The quantitative figure for other companies is not yet known. 

This measure only applies to household customers.  

A separate non household SIM applies to companies operating wholly or mainly in 
Wales. We are unable to calculate the non-household SIM until we receive the 
relevant performance on complaints against other Water and Sewerage companies.
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2.4 - MOS D2 At Risk Customer Service

Customer 
Compensation Compensation to customers will have been made under MOS, A3, D1 & D3.

WHOLESALE WASTE WATER WHOLESALE WATER

Applicable to Price Control:  

OFWAT MOS 
Reputational
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Definition: This is a new measure aimed at reducing the number of ‘repeat’ contacts in a number of 
key areas and is the number of customers who are on our “At Risk Register” at the end of 
the financial year.   

Customers are deemed to be at risk if their service has repeatedly fallen short in one of the 
following five areas:  

- discolouration of water;  
- interruptions to supply; 
- low pressure;  
- odour from wastewater assets; or  
- sewer flooding. 

On the sewer flooding element of this measure any incidents that arise from 
transferred private pumping stations are not included.  

This measure is reported on a financial year basis. 

Summary 
Performance:

We had 648 customers on our ‘At Risk Register’ at the end of the year. This is an 
improvement on last year’s figure of 702 and is below our target of 850. 

The number of customers on the sewer flooding element of the ‘At Risk Register’ 
has increased in the year but 23 of the 85 incidents reported are attributable to 
issues arising from sewerage assets that were previously classified as privately 
owned. 

By contrast, performance on the water element of this measure has improved 
overall, with a noticeable decrease in the number of customers on the supply 
interruptions element of the ‘At Risk Register’ (415 as against 519 last year). 

Comparative information for this measure is not available.
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2.4 - MOS D3 Properties flooded in the year

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure (up to March 2016) has led to us making a total of 882 
payments to the value of £259,918 by way of direct payment of compensation to customers.  
Of these, 505 payments (£102,210) have been paid under the Guaranteed Service 
Standards (GSS) which all companies must adhere to. 

Applicable to Price Control: WHOLESALE WASTE WATER OFWAT MOS 
Reward & 
Penalty
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Definition: The number of properties suffering internal sewer flooding per year due to ‘hydraulic 
overload’ (HO) and ‘other causes’. The HO performance excludes flooding due to severe 
weather i.e. storms with a confirmed return period of 1 in 30 years. The ‘other causes’ 
flooding incidents generally arise from equipment failures, blockages and collapses.  

Any properties affected by sewer flooding and attributable to the private sewers that 
transferred to the company in October 2011 are now included within this measure. Any 
sewer flooding incidents arising from transferred pumping stations are not included within 
this measure. 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis. 

Summary 
Performance:

This is our best ever performance with the number of properties affected by sewer 
flooding (223) falling, the equivalent figure last year being 265. This is largely as a 
result of investment in our assets, and to a number of initiatives aimed at tackling 
blockages, collapses and equipment failures. These include: 

- Over £10m invested in Deeside, Wrexham and Shropshire in AMP5 to 
remove flood-risk for 131 properties. The region experienced significant 
storms in early September 2015, but none of the ‘resolved’ properties 
benefitting from this investment were affected by flooding; 

- Continuation of ‘Project Resilience’, improving the condition and reliability 
of our Sewage Pumping Stations; 

- Our ‘Let’s Stop the Block’ communications campaign, increasing 
awareness of the role customers can play in helping reduce sewer 
blockages, flooding and pollution; and 

- Cleansing of around 25km of sewers, with a focus on preventing sewer 
flooding. 

Rewards/Penalties for this measure are based on a two year average assessment 
and will therefore only start applying at the end of the second year. 

The comparative performance assessment on this page is measured by reference 
to sewer flooding incidents per 1,000km of sewer.
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2.4 - MOS D4 Business Customer Satisfaction

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.

Applicable to Price Control:  NON-HOUSEHOLD OFWAT MOS 
Penalty

89 88

0

25

50

75

100

2014/15 2015/16 2019/20

Penalty Zone

Actual
Target

Improved 
performance

%

Definition: Our non household customers are surveyed every 6 months and rate their satisfaction on a 
1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (very satisfied) scale. The average of these 1 to 5 scores provides 
the score out of 5. The average customer score (out of 5) is then converted into a 
percentage.  

This is not the same as the non-household SIM measure. 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

Our performance of 88% on this MOS, is in line with the target. 

Opinion Research Services (ORS) undertake a random sample of 500 satisfaction 
surveys for our non-household customers every six months. The first survey took 
place in September 2015 and the second survey was in March 2016. The scores 
from these surveys were 4.35 and 4.45 respectively. The score for the year has 
been calculated by taking the average of the two surveys and then dividing by the 
maximum score of 5 to provide the satisfaction percentage for the year. 

Comparative information for this measure is not available.
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2.4 - MOS D5 Earning the Trust of Customers

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.

WHOLESALE WASTE WATER WHOLESALE WATER

NON-HOUSEHOLD RETAIL

Applicable to Price Control:  

OFWAT MOS 
Reputational
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Definition: The vision of the company is to “Earn the trust of customers every day”. Measuring the level 
of customer trust in the company provides an overall perception of both customer service 
received and the reputation of the company.  

This measure is derived from the output of two surveys of our customers during the year.  
The measure is the average percentage of customers who confirm that they trust us. 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

To understand the levels of trust of our customers, we have, during the year, 
undertaken a programme of research to survey both household and non-household 
customers. 

The research is undertaken through computer assisted telephone interviewing, 
conducted by Accent. Customers are asked a series of questions about Welsh 
Water and the services it provides - including a question asking if customers’ “trust 
Welsh Water to do the right thing” which is used as the basis for this measure. 

Our performance of 81.9% is based on the average of the two surveys undertaken 
in the year. The respective scores in the year were 81.4 and 82.4. 

Comparative information for this measure is not available.

%
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2.4 - MOS E1 Affordable Bills 

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.

NON-HOUSEHOLD RETAIL

WHOLESALE WASTE WATER WHOLESALE WATER

Applicable to Price Control:  

OFWAT MOS 
Reputational

Definition: The extent to which we will continue to make bills more affordable.  Our target is to keep the 
average household customer bill increases at1% below the rate of inflation each year by 
reference to RPI. 

Our performance level on this measure are set and shown on a company-wide basis. 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

During the year, household charges for 2016/17 have been set to meet the 
Revenue Controls and keep the average household bill at £438. At a time when 
annual inflation, as measured by RPI, was 1.05%, this has meant that we have 
achieved our target of keeping the average household customer bill at 1% below 
inflation. 

Comparative information for this measure is not available. 
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2.4 - MOS E2 Help for Disadvantaged Customers

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.

Applicable to Price Control:  RETAIL OFWAT MOS 
Reputational
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Improved 
performance

HelpU 3,242

Watersure Wales 1,221

Welsh Water Assist 32,646

Water Direct 9,209

Customer Assistance fund 2,323

Water Collect 8,758

Definition: The number of customers benefitting from social tariffs. The measure embraces all social 
tariffs and means of assistance and includes HelpU, WaterSure Wales, Water Direct, Water 
Collect and the Customer Assistance Fund. 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

Our performance of 54,845 is better than our 2015/16 target of 52,000 and an 
improvement on last year’s figure of 49,455. 

The breakdown as between the different social tariffs and means of assistance is as 
follows: 

This total is 57,399. However, some customers are benefiting from more than one 
affordable tariff. By adjusting the figures to account for this, the number of 
customers benefiting from a social tariff/means of assistance stands at 54,845. 

Last year’s figure of 55,318 (reported as an indicative figure for illustrative purposes only) 
has been revised following a detailed audit and data clean up exercise.  

Comparative information for this measure is not available.
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2.4 - MOS F1 - Serviceability

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers or any voluntary payments.

WHOLESALE WASTE WATER WHOLESALE WATER

Applicable to Price Control:  

F1 Asset 
Serviceability 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16

Actual Water - 
Infra Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable

Actual Water - 
Non Infra Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable

Actual 
Wastewater -

Infra
Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable

Actual 
Wastewater -

Non Infra
Marginal Stable Stable Stable Stable

2014/15 Serviceability Water 
Non Infra

Serviceability 
Water 
Infra

Serviceability 
Wastewater 

Non Infra

Serviceability 
Wastewater

Infra

Anglian STABLE STABLE STABLE STABLE

Dwr Cymru STABLE STABLE STABLE STABLE

Northumberland STABLE STABLE STABLE STABLE

Severn Trent DETERIORATING STABLE STABLE MARGINAL

South West STABLE STABLE STABLE STABLE

Southern STABLE STABLE STABLE STABLE

Thames STABLE STABLE STABLE STABLE

United Utilities STABLE IMPROVING IMPROVING STABLE

Wessex STABLE STABLE STABLE STABLE

Yorkshire STABLE STABLE STABLE STABLE

OFWAT MOS 
Penalty

Definition: These are the assessments of the recent historical trend in serviceability to customers, as 
measured by movements in service and asset performance indicators.  There are four 
separate sub-services, i.e. water infrastructure, water non-infrastructure, wastewater 
infrastructure and wastewater non-infrastructure.  We make a judgement about the overall 
serviceability in each sub-service as one of the following: 

- Improving 
- Stable 
- Marginal 
- Deteriorating 

The serviceability assessment involves reviewing recent historical trends in a defined suite 
of asset performance indicators. Reference levels and control limits have been set for each 
indicator. An indicator is regarded as stable when its performance remains within the 
control limits and oscillates around the reference level year on year.  

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

The suite of indicators have been reviewed for each sub service and our 
conclusions are as follows: 

Water Infrastructure - Stable
Water Non Infrastructure - Stable
Wastewater Infrastructure - Stable
Wastewater Non Infrastructure - Stable 

Further details can be found on the next four pages. 

Source: Ofwat Companies’ Performance 2014-15
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2.4 - Water Infrastructure serviceability
Summary Performance: 

Water Infrastructure - Our assessment of serviceability is “Stable”. 

Of the six indicators the only one in which we are above the upper control 
limit is on the number of properties  affected by supply interruptions of 
more than 12 hours duration. 
  
However, our overall minutes lost per customer performance continues to improve 
(reducing from 23 minutes to 22 minutes this year). This follows a significant 
improvement last year when the figure fell from 53 minutes to 23 minutes.   

The figure  for supply losses above 12 hours in duration has been influenced by a 
number of significant events. This is a volatile measure that can be heavily 
influenced  by single one-off events  that are difficult to predict, e.g. trunk main 
bursts  which can present some extremely challenging engineering and health 
and safety issues. The following contributed to performance on this indicator: 

- July 2015 - a 31” trunk main burst at Cilfynydd which affected 455 
properties for 12 hour 11 minutes; 

- November 2015 - a 12” high pressure ductile iron strategic main burst at 
Mynydd Crogwy affected 1,485 properties for various durations between 
13 hours 25 mins and 35 hours 4 mins; 

- November 2015 - a 21” trunk main burst at Cross Keys affected 856 
properties for various durations between 13 hours and 43 hours 43 mins; 
and 

- February 2016 - a 16” high pressure main burst at Llanon affected 1,985 
properties for various durations between 13 hours 19 mins and 27 hours 
15 mins. 

  
On three of the other indicators (bursts, discolouration contacts and properties on 
the low pressure register) our performance is below the lower control limit, and on 
bursts, which we regard as the primary indicator in this sub-service, we are 
significantly below this limit . On Iron non-compliance and TIM non-compliance, it 
can be seen that we are within the control limits.  
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2.4 - Water non-infrastructure

Summary Performance: 

Water Non Infrastructure - Our assessment 
of serviceability is “Stable”.  

On three of the indicators we are comfortably 
below the reference levels and on the other 
two our performance is zero. 
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2.4 - Wastewater infrastructure serviceability
Summary Performance: 

Wastewater Infrastructure - Our 
assessment of serviceability is “Stable”. 

On all six measures we are within or 
below the control limits .  

On flooding (Hydraulic Overload) and 
Equipment Failures we are well below the 
lower control limits and on three of the 
other four indicators we are around the 
lower control limit.  

On collapses alone, are we above the 
reference level (but below the upper 
control limit).  

200

400

600

800

1000

13/14 14/15 15/16 19/20

Actual Reference
High Low

393 *796 *862

Sewer Collapses (*including PST)No.

0

75

150

225

300

13/14 14/15 15/16 19/20

Actual Reference
High Low

140 *228 *207

Properties flooded due to Other Causes (*including PST)%

No.

0

30

60

90

120

150

13/14 14/15 15/16 19/20

Actual Reference High
Low

52 38 16

Properties flooded due to Overload%

0

100

200

300

400

2013 2014 2015 2019

Actual Reference
High Low

Pollution Incidents Cat 1, 2 & 3

Cat 3 86 83 88

No.

0
50

100
150
200
250
300
350

13/14 14/15 15/16 19/20

Actual Reference
High Low

Equipment Failures

78 46 33

No.

0

7000

14000

21000

28000

35000

13/14 14/15 15/16 19/20

Actual Reference
High Low

Sewer Blockages

12,209* 27,842 26,771

No. of Blockages

* excluding PST



PERFORMANCE REPORT 2015/16

Index Performance
Measures

Ofwat 
Summary 

Performance
Introduction Assurance Appendices

28

2.4 - Wastewater non-infrastructure serviceability

Summary Performance: 

Wastewater Non-Infrastructure - Our assessment of 
serviceability is “Stable”. 

On two of the indicators, i.e. Waste Water Treatment Works 
(WWTWs) failing numeric consents (measured as a % of total 
works) and WWTWs Look-up Table consents (measured as % of 
population equivalent served) we oscillate around the lower control 
limit.  

Our performance on unplanned maintenance continues to be 
above the upper control limit, notwithstanding that there has been 
an improvement in performance, with the number of unplanned 
jobs falling from 45,547 to 43,132 in the year.  
  
There continues to be increased recording of unplanned work as a result of 
our Leading Edge Assets and People (LEAP) programme, which has 
contributed to an increase in the number of jobs recorded by operators  
and maintenance craftsmen when compared to the position in the early 
part of AMP5. The upward trend up until 2013/14 was largely related to the 
way jobs were categorised. We established that all maintenance jobs were 
being recorded on the system but discovered that a large proportion of 
these had been assigned as unplanned which was the result of our 
capture system not adequately allowing operators to assign work to a 
planned job easily. Maintenance craftsmen have therefore been defaulting 
to unplanned status. Other factors which contributed to this were: 

-  Additional operator routines being captured as unplanned work; and 
-  The ongoing drive for increased productivity generating an increase 
in the number of jobs per day. 

  
We continue to believe that improvements to organisational design and 
associated recording procedures are influencing this and account for the 
fact that we remain above the upper control limit. We do not believe that  
this is symptomatic of an underlying deterioration in asset performance. 
We are not seeing an increase in the number of asset breakdowns and 
generally other related performance indicators are improving. 
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2.4 - MOS F2 Leakage

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure up to March 2016 has led to us making two payments to 
the value of £5,380 by way of direct payment of compensation to customers.

Applicable to Price Control:  WHOLESALE WATER OFWAT MOS 
Reward & 
Penalty
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Definition: Total leakage measures the sum of distribution losses and supply pipe losses in megalitres 
per day (Ml/d).  It includes any uncontrolled losses between the treatment works and the 
customer’s stop tap.  It does not include internal plumbing losses. 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

In 2015/16, total leakage was 179.86 Ml/d. This means that we have achieved the 
target set in the 2014 Final Determination which was 181 Ml/d.  

Although we have included industry performance in 2014 (principally to show how 
we have performed against other water and sewerage companies), this is not an 
accurate comparator as the figures for leakage are based on a company’s 
economic level of leakage, an assessment which is specific to each company. 

Source: Ofwat Companies’ Performance 2014-15
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2.4 - MOS F3 Asset Resilience - Water

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.

Applicable to Price Control:  WHOLESALE WATER OFWAT MOS 
Penalty
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Definition: The percentage of critical assets that are resilient against a set of criteria. Critical assets are 
those where failure would have a major impact on service to customers or on the 
environment. 

The list of critical assets is determined by reference to an agreed set of criteria. A resilience 
scorecard is used to assess critical designed to measure resilience against the following: 

- Security and Emergency Measures Directive (SEMD risk); 
- Flood Risk; 
- Coastal Erosion Risk; 
- Loss of Power Risk; 
- Loss of Remote Control ability 
- Loss of any part of the treatment process; 
- Loss of water or wastewater supply capacity; or 
- Loss of access to the asset. 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

This is a new measure. Our performance has improved in the year from 83.6% to 
86.8%. We are ahead of the target for the year which was 80%. 

There have been a number of changes in the course of the year. As planned, we 
have included critical underground assets, e.g. water mains and, recognising that 
this is a dynamic process, new assets have been added in the course of the year, 
e.g. Dolbenmaen is a newly constructed Water Treatment Works (WTW). 

“Failure resilience”, which relates to flexibility within the network in the event of loss 
of water supply capacity, has also been adjusted so that the ‘Customer Service’ 
impact is now better reflected for impounding reservoirs. 

Investment at the following locations have helped increase overall resilience: 

- Ponsticill WTW, where a flood resilience scheme has been 
completed; and 

- Wentwood Impounding Reservoir, where minor capital investment 
has been prioritised with the power and control systems upgraded. 

Comparative information for this measure is not available. 
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2.4 - MOS F3 Asset Resilience - WasteWater

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.

Applicable to Price Control: WHOLESALE WASTE WATER OFWAT MOS 
Penalty
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Definition: The percentage of critical assets that are resilient against a set of criteria. Critical assets are 
those where failure would have a major impact on service to customers or on the 
environment. 

The list of critical assets is determined by reference to an agreed set of criteria. A resilience 
scorecard is used to assess critical assets against criteria designed to measure resilience 
against the following: 

- Security and Emergency Measures Directive (SEMD risk); 
- Flood Risk; 
- Coastal Erosion Risk; 
- Loss of Power Risk; 
- Loss of Remote Control ability 
- Loss of any part of the treatment process; 
- Loss of water or wastewater supply capacity; or 
- Loss of access to the asset. 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

The score for resilience of wastewater assets is 73.6%. Last year’s figure was 
74.3%, against a target for the year of 71%. The small deterioration in performance 
is primarily attributable to the inclusion of below ground assets in the assessment 
for the first time, with approximately 180 sewers crossing major road or rivers now 
included on the Critical Assets Register.  

With above ground assets there have been changes, including; 
- at Kinmel Bay Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW) a SEMD scheme 

was completed in the year leading to an improvement in the security score 
for that works; and 

- at Parc y Splotts WWTW, Carmarthen the delivery of a phosphorous 
removal scheme has seen an improvement in the treatment resilience 
score for that works. 

Comparative information for this measure is not available. 
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2.4 - G1 Health & Safety - RIDDOR

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.

Key Performance 
Indicator
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Improved 
performance

Definition: This is the total number of injuries reported each year to the Health & Safety Executive 
under the Reporting of Injuries, Diseases and Dangerous Occurrences Regulations 2013. 
(RIDDOR) 

It includes injuries that occur across the wholesale and retail businesses as well as those 
involving in our main contractors and capital partners.   

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

The number of RIDDOR incidents in the year has reduced from 20 to 19. 

Analysis of the number of RIDDOR incidents against other companies is not a good 
comparator, as the number of employees will vary and not all employers include 
within their reported figures incidents involving employees of contractor 
organisations. 
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2.4 - G2 Competence for Role

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.

Key Performance 
Indicator
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Improved 
performance

Definition: We have a “Progression in Role” framework and have established clear role profiles that 
define key criteria which we can now use to assess and measure individuals’ knowledge, 
skills and competence to undertake their respective roles.  

Our objective is that by 2020 (and beyond) 95% of the outlined key roles will be deemed 
competent (with the remainder being new starters in training).  

This is in respect of the wholesale business only and the inclusion of the retail business in 
this measure is under review. 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

Our objective is to have 95% of staff with outlined key roles fully competent for the 
particular role they fulfil by 2020. We are ahead of where we were planning on 
being at the end of the year and the 88.1% is an improvement on last years % 
competence figure of 87.6%. As there will always be turnover of staff, we assess 
the optimal figure for staff competence as being 95% at any one time. 
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2.4 - H2 Financing Efficiency

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.

Company Moody’s Fitch Standard & 
Poor’s

Anglian A3 A A-
DCWW A3 Pos A A

Northumbrian Baa1 Neg Not Rated BBB+
Severn Trent A3 Neg Not Rated BBB+ 

Sourthern Baa1 A- A-
South West Not Rated Not Rated Not Rated

Thames A3 Not Rated A-
United Utilities A3 A- BBB+Pos

Wessex A3 A- BBB+

Yorkshire Baa1 A A-

H2 Financing 2014/15 2015/16

Actual A/A3/A A/A3/A

S&P / Moody’s / Finch

Key Performance 
Indicator

Definition: The rating ascribed by the three main rating agencies, S&P, Moody’s and Fitch.

Summary 
Performance:

We are currently rated A/A3/A by S&P, Moody’s and Fitch respectively and are one 
of the highest rated companies in the sector. 

Source: Bloomberg as of 20 June 2016

Note: Anglian, Southern, Thames and Yorkshire - Rating of senior bonds only.
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2.4 - Net Promoter Score (NPS)

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.
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Key Performance 
Indicator

Definition: The NPS calculation is based on the assumption that customers can be divided 
into three categories: “Promoters”; “Passives”; “Detractors”. The NPS is calculated 
from the percentage of promoters (i.e. those scoring 9 and10) minus the 
percentage of detractors (0-6). 

The question answered is as follows: 

“Based on your experience with us, how likely are you to recommend us to family 
and friends, Where 0 = very unlikely, 10 = very likely”. 

Customers are asked to go online to complete a survey that leads to the NPS. 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

Underpinning this new Net Promoter Score (NPS) measure is our “Rant and Rave” 
system. We only have three months’ data and, it is therefore difficult at this stage to 
analyse seasonal variations.  However, the current score of 54 is generally regarded 
as positive. 

Comparator NPS data for other water companies is not currently available. 
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2.4 - Complaints

Customer 
Compensation See measure on D1 (SIM) on page 17
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Key Performance 
Indicator
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Industry Performance 
Number of written complaints per 10,000 connections
DCWW (2015)-Based on 2014/15 connections

Definition: The number of written complaints (stage 1 & stage 2 (escalated) complaints). Written 
complaints include those made by letter, fax and e-mail and comments written on a 
piece of company correspondence, for example a bill. 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

The number of complaints received increased from last year and we believe that 
this is largely attributable to the implementation of a new customer billing system in 
January 2015 and changes made to our debt recovery process in the year. 

In both the clean water and waste businesses the main reason for customer 
complaints centres on:  
i) failure to keep customers informed of progress/resolution; or 
ii) customers having to contact us more than once with a problem. 

We have carried out a thorough review of the reasons for the increase in the volume 
of complaints and have improvement plans in place. Our plans for 2016/17 include, 
increased levels of daily and weekly ‘progress reviews’ as well as improved 
processes aimed at providing good customer service and getting it right first time.   

Other factors such as an almost 50% increase in complaints received via email and 
a reclassification of what constitutes a complaint have also contributed to the 
upward trend in 2015/16. 

Source: CCWater report - Water Industry Complaints 2014 to 2015
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2.4 - Bad Debt

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.
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Key Performance 
Indicator

Definition: The charge for bad and doubtful debts for all types of customers. 

It includes bad debt element on Council Collection Commission. 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

The Bad Debt charge at the end of 2015/16 stood at £27M (2014/15: £29M). 
Overall, collection rates across all income types have improved, with the total 
collection for 2015/16 being £657.2M. The equivalent figure in 2014/15 was 
£635.9M. A number of initiatives have been introduced within the retail business to 
improve collections of both current debt and arrears. The improvement in collection 
rates of some 3.4% evidences the fact that these initiatives and other developments 
are starting to have an impact. 

These initiatives include: 
- taking measures to enforce judgements (through charging orders) 

against those customers who are in arrears and whom we believe 
are able to pay their bills but choose not to; 

- development of the Tallyman collection system debt management 
software; and  

- legislative changes such as the regulations introduced by the 
Welsh Government last year, requiring landlords to disclose the 
identity of their tenants. 

- Impacting the credit reference of late or non-payers. 

Comparative information for this measure is not available. 
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2.4 - UKCSI Satisfaction Score

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.N/A 75
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Key Performance 
Indicator

Definition: UKCSI survey a sample of 10,000 consumers in the UK twice per year, with reports 
published in January and July. Consumers are asked a range of questions relating to 
all companies in the survey (UKCSI members) that they have had an interaction with 
in the past 3 months. A minimum of 35 respondents must be achieved to appear in 
the UKSCI report and the score published is an average of the past two surveys. 
This gives us a direct comparison against other companies both within the Utility 
sector and across a range of other sectors (Retail, Manufacturing, Healthcare etc). 

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

Generally, there are two UK Customer Satisfaction Index (UKCSI) surveys 
undertaken in a year (published in January and July). They cover a number of 
sectors and measure customer satisfaction of their individual experiences with 
companies within the particular sector. 

This year, we featured in only one of the surveys (i.e. the one published in July 
2015). The inclusion or otherwise in the survey depends on the number of 
respondents who participate. Whilst the survey published in July 2015 included a 
sufficient volume of respondents, this was not the case for the survey published in 
January 2016. 

We have no influence with the methodology for this measure to address the number 
of respondents who participate in the survey. 

According to the July 2015 report, our performance score was 75, placing us 
second in the utility sector behind OVO Energy.  

However, it should be noted that other sectors’ scores are significantly higher. 
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2.4 - Unwanted calls

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.

Key Performance 
Indicator

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16
432,101 204,895 142,059 131,346 128,120 134,691 Definition: We receive a variety of types of telephone contact.  From a customer perspective, 

some of these can be regarded as “wanted”, for example when the caller wants to 
pay their bill or is providing or seeking information.  Others can be defined as 
“unwanted”.  These are where the customer has experienced some form of service 
failure and this has prompted them to make contact with us. The volume of unwanted 
telephone calls contribute to the overall SIM score.   

This measure is reported on a financial year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

The number of unwanted calls has increased by some 5% (from 128,120 to 
134,691). The increase is mainly as a result of three significant trunk mains bursts in 
the year and the implementation of a new billing system in January 2015. 

Over the year, we handled a total of 1,140,420 calls of which 901,939 were wanted 
calls and 128,120 were unwanted calls. The balance of 110,361 (‘excluded calls’) 
includes, for example, calls from customers who dial the incorrect number or 
situations where the caller ‘hangs up’. 

Comparative information on this measure is not available. 
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2.4 - Process Control Index

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers or any voluntary payments.
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Industry performance

Definition: The Process Control Index is based on a selection of parameters which are, in 
general terms, controlled by the process in place at Water Treatment Works. 

This measure is reported on a calendar year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

Performance against the measure was 100% with none of the 6,370 tests failing to 
meet the required quality standard. 

Source: Drinking Water Inspectorate - Annual Reports
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2.4 - Disinfection Index

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.

99.9

99.92

99.94

99.96

99.98

100

2012 2013 2014 2015
99.98 99.99 100 99.97

Key Performance 
Indicator

99.93

99.95

99.98

100.00

DWR SWT ANG NNE SRN TMS UU YKS WSX SVT

2014 2015
Industry performance

Definition: The Disinfection Index is based on a selection of parameters which explain the 
effectiveness of disinfection and pathogen removal. It is calculated by taking the 
average of Mean Zonal Compliance figures for coliform, E.coli and turbidity and 
measuring it against all test undertaken at works.  

This measure is reported on a calendar year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

Performance against the measure was 99.97% of tests meeting the required quality 
standard. There were 20,294 tests performed in the year with 4 test failures. 

Source: Drinking Water Inspectorate - Annual Reports
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2.4 - Reservoir Integrity Index

Customer 
Compensation

Our performance on this measure has not led to us making any direct payments of 
compensation to customers.99.9
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Definition: Reservoir integrity index is microbiological sampling that takes place at Service 
Reservoirs (SRVs) as a check on their integrity and general hygienic status. It is 
calculated by taking the average Mean Zonal Compliance figures for coliforms and 
E.coli at SRVs. 

This measure is reported on a calendar year basis.

Summary 
Performance:

Performance against the measure is 99.98%, equalling the performance achieved 
last year. 

There were 35,354 tests performed during the year, of which 6 failures occurred at 
5 sites. This compares to 6 failures at 6 sites in 2014. 

Source: Drinking Water Inspectorate - Annual Reports
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3. Ofwat Summary Performance
Ofwat PR14 Outcome Performance Commitment and Outcome Delivery Incentive Base Data (Table 3A)

National Reward/
Penalty accrued at 

31 March 2016

Notional Reward/
penalty accrued at 

31 March 2016 
£m absolute value

Total AMP6 reward 
or Penalty 31 March 

2020 forecast

2014-15 
Performance level - 

actual

2015-16 
performance level - 

actual

2015-16 
CPL 
met?

Total AMP6 reward 
or Penalty 31 March 

2020 forecast  
£m absolute value

Penalty DeadbandNo99.9699.94

PenaltyPenalty DeadbandNo2.91 5.5800003.53

PenaltyYes21.7 2.92500023.0

Yes100100

Yes50.2114.02

Yes8382

Yes648702

Yes8279

Yes-1.00%-3.00%

A1b Safety of Drinking Water

D5 Earning the Trust of Customers

A2 Customer Acceptability

B1 Water abstractions

D2 ‘At Risk’ Customer service

E1 Affordable bills

C2 Carbon Footprint (Water)

D1 Service incentive Mechanism

Yes180180

F3 Asset resilience (Water) Yes8784

A3 Reliability of supply

YesStableStable

F2 Leakage

Wholesale Water

F1 Asset serviceability
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3. Ofwat Summary Performance
Ofwat PR14 Outcome Performance Commitment and Outcome Delivery Incentive Base Data (Table 3A)

National Reward/
Penalty accrued at 

31 March 2016

Notional Reward/
penalty accrued at 

31 March 2016 
£m absolute value

Total AMP6 reward 
or Penalty 31 March 

2020 forecast

2014-15 
Performance level - 

actual

2015-16 
performance level - 

actual

2015-16 
CPL 
met?

Total AMP6 reward 
or Penalty 31 March 

2020 forecast  
£m absolute value

Yes47.1645.80

Yes8382

Yes648702

RewardYes223 1.302000265

Yes-1.00%-3.00%

Wholesale Waste Water

D3 Properties flooded  
within the year

D2 ‘At Risk’ Customer service

E1 Affordable bills

C2 Carbon Footprint (Wastewater)

D1 Service incentive Mechanism

YesStableStable

F3 Asset resilience (Wastewater) Yes7475

B2 Treating used water No98.699.1

B3 Preventing pollution Reward£0.987000RewardYes110 2.209000117

C1 Adapting to climate change Yes1,5311,247

Wholesale Water

Yes8279D5 Earning the Trust of Customers

F1 Asset serviceability



Index Performance
Measures

Ofwat 
Summary 

Performance
Introduction Assurance Appendices

PERFORMANCE REPORT 2015/16

45

3. Ofwat Summary Performance
Ofwat PR14 Outcome Performance Commitment and Outcome Delivery Incentive Base Data (Table 3A)

National Reward/
Penalty accrued at 

31 March 2016

Notional Reward/
penalty accrued at 

31 March 2016 
£m absolute value

Total AMP6 reward 
or Penalty 31 March 

2020 forecast

2014-15 
Performance level - 

actual

2015-16 
performance level - 

actual

2015-16 
CPL 
met?

Total AMP6 reward 
or Penalty 31 March 

2020 forecast  
£m absolute value

Yes8382

Yes8279

Yes-1.00%-3.00%

Household Retail

D5 Earning the Trust of Customers

E1 Affordable bills

E2 Help for Disadvantaged  
customers

D1 Service incentive Mechanism

Yes54,84549,455

Wholesale Water

D4 Business Customer Satisfaction Yes8889

Non-Household Retail

Yes8382D1 Service incentive Mechanism

Yes8279D5 Earning the Trust of Customers

Yes-1.00%-3.00%E1 Affordable bills

We accepted commitments contained in the Final Determination knowing full well that we would not achieve some of the targets (A2: Customer Acceptability and A3: Supply Interruptions). 

Our aim is to reduce the gap between our performance and the targets contained within the Final Determination within the next four years.
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Processes adopted in preparing this report 

The company has established appropriate processes and systems of control that provide the necessary assurance in respect of the information contained within and 
underpinning this report. The following paragraphs summarise the processes and systems of control in place. 

Policies and Procedures 

• Key processes and systems of control are documented and the quality of systems and processes used for generating regulatory information are continually 
assessed. These processes have been followed to produce this Part 3 of the Annual Performance Report. Although we are no longer required to produce a June 
Return, we have used the same processes as in previous years and retained the concept of ‘table ownership’. 

• As part of due diligence, each Dŵr Cymru table owner was required to confirm that they had completed the table in accordance with methodologies (and/or the 
process maps and to highlight whether any updates were required). Any changes to the methodologies and/or process maps are kept 
up to date and are published on the Dŵr Cymru Infozone. 

• We have a policy document which outlines the formal process to be undertaken and, inter alia, the roles and responsibilities of key people including table  
owners, the Regulation Department, Dŵr Cymru Executive (collectively and individually), the Audit Committee and the Board. 

• A ‘Code of Conduct’ policy document, detailing the behavioural framework required around regulatory data and whistle-blowing was issued in 2014. 

• Ownership and responsibility for each regulatory table have been clearly defined. Each individual is responsible for adhering to all appropriate guidance in the 
compilation of the data and associated commentary. This also involved formal ‘sign off ’ by the individual, verifying that the figures in each line had been 
obtained from a recognised data source and have been accurately compiled. In addition, confirmation was required that any material judgements or 
assumptions had been highlighted and documented, ensuring an accurate audit trail, with a review of confidence grades where applicable. Where material is within 
an individual’s personal knowledge, he or she was required to confirm that it is true or, where it was not within their personal knowledge, that appropriate enquiry 
has been made. 

• Allocation of overall responsibility for individual tables and associated commentaries was assigned to the appropriate member of the Dŵr Cymru Executive.  
Each was responsible for the review and ‘sign off ’ of their own tables. 

• A large proportion of the data processing is covered by our Internal Management System which has accreditation to various ISO standards 
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4. Assurance
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Implementation and Internal Review 

• Production of ‘table packs’ by the Regulation Department ensured that all table owners had a single point of reference for all information necessary to undertake 
their specific responsibilities.  

• All the information, including the latest Reporting Requirements for each table, information on confidence grades and the Reporter’s report on each individual 
table from each year were made available on the InfoZone.  

• One to one training sessions for table owners were held in April and May 2016, where the processes were fully explained, the importance of regulatory data being 
accurate was highlighted and a ‘table pack’, comprising key documents, was distributed. 

• Regular communication between the Regulation Department and all table owners was undertaken prior to and during the preparation of this report. 
• There was regular reporting of key performance indicators to the Board, the Quality and Environment Committee (QEC) and the Dŵr Cymu Executive Team 

throughout the year. 
• A rigorous process of internal due diligence meetings was undertaken by the Regulation Department between the 9th and 20th May 2016, to challenge 

information, judgements and assumptions made and to ensure compliance with the relevant guidance. 
• A review was undertaken by the Regulation team to ensure consistency between the Performance Report and the individual tables and the relevant commentaries. 
• The ‘sign off ’ forms were endorsed by each table owner, the relevant Leadership Team member and the responsible member of the Dŵr Cymru Executive Team 

before the publication of the Performance Report. 
• A management review meeting of all measures, involving the Dŵr Cymru Executive Directors, took place on 24th May 2016. This was also attended by the Reporter, 

a Business Assurance team member, the Compliance Manager and table owners. A summary of table owner and Reporter issues along with associated reported 
data was produced for review and formed the basis of the discussions. Material issues were highlighted and discussed. 

External Review and Board Engagement 
• The Reporter carried out a formal review and certification of all non–financial measures and provided a detailed report commenting on compliance with 

procedures and relevant reporting requirements and highlighted any issues with the reported figures. 
• On 4th February 2016 the Audit Committee received a paper seeking approval to publish the Final Assurance Plan which also detailed the processes in place and  

received update papers at its meetings on the 19th May 2016 and the 3rd June 2016  (ahead of Board discussion in July.)  
• As part of the external review of data, the Reporter also reviewed performance against the PR14 final determination outcomes and measures of success.  The  

Reporter also attended the Dŵr Cymru Executive meeting on the 24th May 2016, the Audit Committee meeting on the 19th May 2016 and the 3rd June 2016  
(where he provided verbal updates) and the Board meeting on 7th July 2016. 

• A high level audit and evaluation of the systems in place within Dŵr Cymru was also undertaken by the Business Assurance team department. This took place 
between the 9th and 20th of May 2016 and the report concluded that there is a robust and effective system of risk management, control and governance, with an 
overall rating of  “Full Assurance”. 

• The Board meeting on 7th July 2016 reviewed the overall process, the operation of the systems of internal and external controls applied in compiling the Annual  
Performance Report. 

• Some of our key stakeholders (e.g. Natural Resources Wales, the Drinking Water Inspectorate and CCWater) also carry out audits and scrutiny of our data. 
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Assurance - (continued)
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